IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-50096
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
TERESA LOZANO, GUADALUPE LGOZANQG,

Def endant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. EP-98-CR-335-2-H

Decenber 28, 1999
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Teresa and Quadal upe Lozano appeal their convictions and
sentences for conspiracy, conspiracy to violate civil rights,
extortion conspiracy, alien snuggling, and involuntary servitude.
Bot h defendants argue that the evidence is insufficient to
support their convictions for extortion conspiracy under the
Hobbs Act because the Governnment failed to establish the
requisite link wwth interstate coomerce. The record shows that
the defendants transported the victins fromstate to state

requiring themto peddle trinkets in furtherance of their

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
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extortionate schene. W find this evidence sufficient to support

their convictions. Service Mach. & Shipbuilding Corp. V.

Edwards, 617 F.2d 70, 73 (5th Cr. 1980); see Edwards V.

California, 314 U S. 160, 173-74 (1941).

Bot h defendants al so argue that the district court clearly
erred by increasing their offense |evels on the ground that the
victins suffered a serious bodily injury. W find no error. See

United States v. Davis, 19 F.3d 166, 171-72 (5th Cr. 1994);

United States v. Reed, 26 F.3d 523, 530 (5th Cr. 1994).

Teresa Lozano argues that the prosecutor’s closing argunent
violated her right to a fair trial by msstating the | aw of
conspiracy. The prosecutor’s coments cast no doubt on the

correctness of the jury' s verdict. United States v. Rodriguez,

43 F.3d 117, 123-24 (5th Cr. 1995).

Guadal upe Lozano argues that the district court erred by
failing to allow her to introduce into evidence two letters which
were probative of the victins’ states of mnd. One letter, which
was never authenticated at trial, was not offered by Guadal upe as
evi dence, and we fail to see how the other letter is relevant to
her guilt or innocence. Thus, we find no error, plain or
otherwise, in the district court’s evidentiary rulings. United

States v. Polasek, 162 F.3d 878, 883 (5th Gr. 1998).

AFFI RVED.



